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Dear Sir: 

Pursuant to the Notification of Non-Compliant Appeal 
Brief mailed November 25, 2008, Appellant Scott William 
Arthur Muirtfead respectfully submits this amended appeal 
brief, which is due by December 25, 2008. 1 



1 The recent amendment to appellate brief format 
requirements under 37 C.F.R. § 41.37 do not apply 
because the effective date of these requirements is 
December 10, 2008, which is after the filing date of 
the instant appeal. See 73 F.R. 32938. 
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I. REAL PARTY IN INTEREST 

The real party in interest is appellant Nextreme, 
L.L.C., whose business address is 2282 University 
Drive, Suite 1, Lemont Furnace, Pennsylvania 15456. 

II. RELATED APPEALS AND INTERFERENCES 

There are no other prior or pending appeals, 
interferences, or judicial proceedings, which may be 
related to, directly affect or be directly affected by 
or have bearing on the Board's decision. 

Applicant has taken the position that claim 19 of 
the instant application interferes with claim 14 of 
U.S. Patent No. 6,758,148 by Torrey et al. However, 
the examiner has not declared an interference between 
those claims due to inter alia the fact that claim 19 
of the instant application has not been allowed. 

The interference issue is now moot because Torrey 
et al. was expressly abandoned on June 17, 2008. 
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III . STATUS OF CLAIMS 

Claims 1-27 are pending in the application. Claims 
1-10 have been withdrawn pursuant to a restriction 
requirement. Claims 11-18 have been allowed. 

The present appeal is directed to claims 19-27, 
which were finally rejected in an Office action dated 
June 3, 2008. 

IV. STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 

No amendment to the claims was filed subsequent to 
the most recent final rejection. 

V. SUMMARY OF CLAIMED SUBJECT MATTER 

The present invention, as described in independent 
claim 19, is directed to a fire resistant pallet. The 
pallet includes a pallet assembly. (Pages 23-25, 
Paragraph Nos . 58-63, Fig. 3-5). The pallet also 
includes a fire resistant layer formed upon an exterior 
of said pallet assembly. (Pages 11-12, Paragraph No. 
25) . 

The present invention, as described in dependent 
claim 20 separately argued pursuant to 37 C.F.R. 
41.37 (c) (1) (vii) , is directed to a pallet. The pallet 
includes the pallet assembly and the fire resistant 
layer of claim 19 . The pallet assembly is made of a 
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polyolefin resin. (Pages 32-33, Paragraph No. 81). The 
fire resistant layer is made of an - intumescent 
polyolefin material. (Pages 31-32, Paragraph No. 80). 
The pallet assembly and fire resistant layer are co- 
extruded .Id. 

The present invention, as described in dependent 
claim 22 separately argued pursuant to 37 C.F.R. 
41 .37 (c) (1) (vii) , is directed to a pallet. The pallet 
includes the pallet assembly and the fire resistant 
layer of claims 19-20. The pallet assembly is made of 
the polyolefin resin of claim 20. (Pages 32-33, 
Paragraph No. 81) . The fire resistant layer is made of 
the intumescent polyolefin material of claim 20. (Pages 
31-32, Paragraph No. 80). The pallet assembly and fire 
resistant layer are co-extruded, as in claim 20. Id. 
The pallet assembly also includes a pallet shell formed 
from a first shell half and a second shell half. 
(Pages 22-25, Paragraph Nos . 58-63). The pallet 
assembly also includes support structure disposed 
between the first shell half and the second shell half. 
Id. 

The present invention, as described in dependent 
claim 23 separately argued pursuant to 37 C.F.R. 
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41.37 (c) (1) (vii) , is directed to a pallet. The pallet 
includes the pallet assembly and the fire resistant 
layer of claim 19. The fire resistant layer includes 
an intumescent polyolefin composition resistant to 
fire. (Pages 31-32, Paragraph No. 80) . The intumescent 
polyolefin composition is co-extruded with at least a 
portion of the pallet assembly. Id. 

The present invention, as described in independent 
claim 24, is directed to a fire resistant pallet. The 
pallet includes a first layer of moldable intumescent 
material. (Pages 31-32, Paragraph No. 80). The pallet 
also includes a second layer of moldable polyolefin 
material. (Pages 32-33, Paragraph No. 81). The first 
and second layers are co-extruded together prior to 
being molded into the fire resistant pallet. (Pages 31- 
32, Paragraph No. 80) . 

The present invention, as described in independent 
claim 26, is directed to a fire resistant pallet. The 
pallet includes a moldable mixture of intumescent 
materials comprising a polyethylene resin. (Pages 31- 
32, Paragraph No. 80). 



VI. GROUNDS OF REJECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPEAL 

1) The examiner's evaluation and characterization 
of the content of the Coleman Declaration and the 
Muirhead Declaration; 

2) The rejection of claim 19 under 35 U.S.C. § 
102(b) as being anticipated by Apps et al . (U.S. Patent 
No. 6,006,677); 

3) The rejection of claim 19 under 35 U.S.C. § 
102(b) as being anticipated by Gronnevik (U.S. Patent 
No. 5,845,588); 

4) The rejection of claim 22 under 35 U.S.C. § 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Gronnevik (U.S. 
Patent No. 5,845,588); and 

5) The rejection of claim 20, 21, and 23-27 under 
35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gronnevik 
in view of Ford et al . (U.S. Patent No. 6,228,914). 

VII. ARGUMENT 

This brief addresses six issues. The first issue 
relates to the examiner's improper evaluation and 
characterization of the evidence set forth in the 
Coleman Declaration and the Muirhead Declaration. The 
second and third issues relate to the examiner's 
anticipation rejections of claim 19. The fourth issue 



relates to the examiner's obviousness rejection of 

claim 22. The fifth issue relates to the examiner's 

obviousness rejection of claims 20, 21, and 23-27. The 

sixth issue relates to the examiner's failure to apply 

a uniform standard of obviousness in examining 

applications covering similar subject matter. Each 

issue is addressed below. 

A. The Examiner's Evaluation of the Coleman 
Declaration and the Muirhead Declaration Was 
Improper Because the Evidence Set Forth in the 
Declarations Was Mischaracterized. 

The examiner mischaracterized the evidence set 
forth in the Coleman Declaration and the Muirhead 
Declaration as being limited to evidence of "secondary 
considerations." The examiner also erroneously asserted 
that "there is no factual evidence of the stated 
opinions, such as testing results." 

As an initial matter, it appears that the examiner 

has taken the position that the evidence set forth in 

the declarations must be evidence of * secondary 

considerations" because the declarations were submitted 

under 37 C.F.R. § 1.132. However, evidence submitted 

under 37 C.F.R. § 1.132 is not limited to evidence of 

secondary considerations, as follows: 

When any claim of an application or a patent 
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under reexamination is rejected or objected to, 
any evidence submitted to traverse the 
rejection or objection on a basis not otherwise 
provided for must be by way of an oath or 
declaration under this section. 

37 C.F.R. § 1.132. Accordingly, the mere fact that a 

declaration is filed under 37 C.F.R. § 1.132 does not 

expressly or implicitly indicate that the evidence is 

directed solely to evidence of secondary 

considerations . 

On the merits, the next two subsections (i.e. Parts 
A.l. and A. 2.) illustrate why the evidence set forth in 
the Coleman Declaration and the Muirhead Declaration is 
not limited to evidence of secondary considerations. 
The evidence set forth in the two declarations includes 
evidence relating to the examiner's erroneous 
assertions regarding inherency. The evidence set forth 
in the two declarations also includes evidence 
addressing the examiner's prima facie case of 
obviousness, as opposed to evidence relating to 
secondary considerations. 

The third subsection (i.e. Part A. 3.) addresses the 
examiner's assertion that the declarations do not 
contain "factual" evidence or test results. Both 
declarations include factual evidence. The Muirhead 

8 



Declaration also includes test results, which directly 

contradicts the Examiner's assertion. Accordingly, the 

following three subsections demonstrate that the 

examiner's characterization of the evidence in the 

declarations was fundamentally flawed. 

1. Reconsideration of the Anticipation 
Rejection of Claim 19 is Warranted Because 
Applicant is Entitled to a Fair Review of 
the Evidence That Addressed the Inherency 
Doctrine . 

Reconsideration of the anticipation rejection of 
claim 19 is warranted because Applicant is entitled to 
a fair review of the evidence that addressed the 
inherency doctrine. By mischaracterizing the evidence 
in the declarations, the examiner failed to properly 
consider the evidence of record that illustrates why 
claim 19 is not anticipated by the two references of 
record. 

Applicant had the right to address the examiner's 
assertions regarding inherency. Once an examiner makes 
an inherency argument, an applicant has the right "to 
prove that the prior art products do not necessarily or 
inherently possess the characteristics of his [or her] 
claimed product." MPEP § 2112. The examiner must 
provide a rationale or evidence tending to show 

9 



inherency. Id. The examiner never followed these 
procedures . 

Both declarations include ample evidence that 

refutes the examiner's misplaced application of the 

inherency doctrine. See Coleman Dec. M 12-22; Muirhead 

Dec. 311 5-11. Accordingly, the Board must remand the 

instant application back to the examiner for 

reconsideration of the rejection of claim 19 to give 

proper consideration of the evidence of record. 

Alternatively, the Board should reverse the rejection 

for the reasons set forth in Parts B-C set forth below. 

2. Reconsideration of Claims 20, 21, and 23- 
27 is Warranted Because Applicant is 
Entitled to a Fair Review of the Evidence 
That Addressed the Purported Prima Facie 
Case of Obviousness. 

Reconsideration of claims 20, 21, and 23-27 is 

warranted because Applicant is entitled to a fair 

review of the evidence that addressed the purported 

prima facie case of obviousness. Notwithstanding the 

examiner's erroneous assertions to the contrary, the 

Coleman Declaration actually includes evidence that 

addresses the prima facie case of obviousness, as 

opposed to secondary considerations of nonobviousness . 

Specifically, the Coleman Declaration includes two 
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paragraphs that illustrate why the examiner's asserted 
combination of the Gronnevik reference and the Ford et 
al . reference would be inoperable . See Coleman Dec . SISI 
23-24. 

Similarly, the Muirhead Declaration includes 
evidence that demonstrates why the same combination is 
inoperable. See Muirhead Dec. If 12-13. Applicant is 
entitled to a fair review of this evidence. 

The MPEP expressly states that "the prior art 
reference (or references when combined) must teach or 
suggest all the claim limitations" to establish a prima 
facie case of obviousness. MPEP § 2142. The above- 
identified paragraphs from the Coleman Declaration and 
the Muirhead Declaration demonstrate that the two 
references cited by the examiner cannot be combined to 
produce an operable apparatus. Accordingly, the 
examiner's rejection of claims 20, 21, and 23-27 for 
obviousness must be remanded back to the examiner for 
further consideration. Alternatively, the examiner's 
rejection should be reversed for the reasons set forth 
in Part E below. 



11 



3. Reconsideration of Claims 20-27 is Also 
Warranted Because the Evidence Set Forth 
in the Declarations Is Not Limited to 
Opinion Evidence. 

Reconsideration of claims 20-27 is also warranted 

because the evidence set forth in the declarations is 

not limited to opinion evidence. The evidence set 

forth in the Coleman Declaration includes factual 

evidence. Examples of factual evidence set forth in the 

Coleman Declaration include: 

• w The [McGrath Reference] includes no disclosure 
or suggestion that all plastics provide fire 
resistance . " [Coleman Dec. SI 13]. 

• "Indeed, the McGrath Reference states that the 
two engineering resins 'are considered 
candidates for fire safe thermoplastic 
materials . ' " [Coleman Dec. 31 14]. 

• "The term 'fire safe' is used in the industry 
to denote a class of polymers that can meet the 
more demanding application areas of plastics. 
This includes commercial aircraft where 
approximately two or three minutes are allowed 
to evacuate a distressed airplane before the 
fire hazard from all sources is considered too 
great to survive. The plastic that is 
currently used for aircraft interiors is 
expensive (over $ 20 per pound) and 'fire safe' 
cost effective replacements have been an 
important target for those doing plastics 
research for many years. Professor McGrath has 
been working in this area for many years as 
have others. So far no 'fire safe' candidates 
have replaced the existing plastic, so the 
search continues for a truly 'fire safe' 
plastic. " [Coleman Dec. I 15]. 
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• "The Vinyl Institute Reference does not state 
that plastics, in general, inherently provide 
fire resistance." [Coleman Dec. SI 16]. 



• "The Gronnevik patent discloses a multi-layer 
structure, but does not disclose a multi-layer 
structure in which a fire resistant layer 
covers a polyolefin base material." [Coleman 
Dec. SI 21] . 

Clearly, the evidence set forth in the Coleman 
Declaration is not limited to opinion evidence. 

Similarly, the evidence in the Muirhead Declaration 
includes factual evidence. An example of the factual 
evidence set forth in the Muirhead Declaration 
includes : 

• "U.S. Patent No. 6,006,677 ( 1 the Apps patent') 
does not include the phrase x a fire resistant 
layer formed upon an exterior of the pallet 
assembly.' In fact, the Apps Patent does not 
even include the words 'fire', x flame' or any 
equivalent." [Muirhead Dec. SI 5] . 

Accordingly, the evidence set forth in the Muirhead 

Declaration is not limited to opinion evidence. 

In addition, an examination of the Muirhead 

Declaration further demonstrates that the examiner's 

assertion that "there is no factual evidence of the 

stated opinions, such as testing results" is 

demonstrably false. Paragraph 19 of the Muirhead 

Declaration describes test results that were obtained 



13 



from test samples. The test results are shown in the 
figure that was attached to the declarations . See 
Muirhead Dec. S[ 1 (citing Figure 1). 

Moreover, the examiner's assertions regarding 
"factual evidence" are irrelevant because the MPEP 
expressly states that "[a]lthough factual evidence is 
preferable to opinion testimony, such testimony is 
entitled to consideration and some weight so long as 
the opinion is not on the ultimate legal conclusion at 
issue." See MPEP § 716.01(c). Accordingly, the examiner 
cannot give the declarations short shrift merely by 
asserting that they are not based on "factual 
evidence." For these reasons, the application should 
be remanded back to the examiner for further 
consideration of the evidence set forth in the 
declarations. Alternatively, the examiner's obviousness 
rejection should be reversed for the reasons set forth 
in Parts D-E. 

B. Reversal of the Rejection of Claim 19 as Being 
Anticipated by Apps et al. Is Warranted Because 
Apps et al. Does Not Disclose or Suggest a Fire 
Resistant Layer Formed on the Outer Surface of 
a Pallet. 

Reversal of the rejection of claim 19 as being 
anticipated by Apps et al . is warranted because Apps et 
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al. does not disclose or suggest a fire resistant layer 
that is formed on the outer surface of a pallet. A 
rejection for anticipation under 35 U.S.C. § 102 
requires that a single prior art reference discloses, 
"either explicitly or inherently", each limitation of a 
claim. Perricone v. Medicis Pharmaceutical Corp. , 432 
F.3d 1368, 1375 (Fed. Cir. 2005) (additional citations 
omitted) . The evidence of record demonstrates that Apps 
et al. does not explicitly or inherently disclose all 
of the limitations of claim 19. 

It is undisputed that Apps et al . does not 
explicitly disclose a fire resistant layer. Rather, Apps 
et al . discloses a plastic pallet having an anti-slip 
"layer" that is provided by scuffing the outer surface. 
The anti-slip "layer" is made from the same material as 
the rest of the bulk material. Accordingly, the 
rejection turns on whether Apps et al . inherently 
discloses a fire resistant layer. 

The purported basis /reasoning for the inherency 
rejection is the examiner's assertion that all 
thermoplastic materials "provide a fire resistant 
layer." Office Action at 2. The Board of Patent Appeals 
and Interferences set forth a standard for evaluating an 
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examiner's assertion of the inherency doctrine, as 
follows : 

[i]n relying upon the theory of inherency, the 
Examiner must provide a basis in fact and/or 
technical reasoning to reasonably support the 
determination that the allegedly inherent 
characteristic necessarily flows from the 
teachings of the applied prior art. 

Ex parte Levy, 17 U.S.P.Q.2d 1461, 1464 (Bd. Pat. App. & 

Inter. 1990) . The evidence of record demonstrates that 

the examiner has not met this standard. 

The evidence of record establishes that the 
purported technical reasoning for the examiner's 
assertion of the inherency doctrine is flawed. 
Specifically, the Coleman Declaration demonstrates that 
the two references cited by the examiner in support of 
the assertion do not state what the examiner asserts 
they state. See Coleman Dec. SESI 12 -19. 2 

Indeed, the Coleman Declaration demonstrates that at 
least one of the references, the McGrath reference, 
directly contradicts the examiner's position. Coleman 
Dec. SI 14. This contradiction establishes that 
thermoplastic materials are not necessarily fire 
resistant materials . 

2 The Muirhead Declaration also addresses the examiner's 
rejection of claim 19. See Muirhead Dec. SISt 7-11. 
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In addition, the Coleman Declaration indicates that 



the examiner is not using the proper terminology in 
describing the content of the references . The Coleman 
Declaration indicates that the McGrath reference refers 
to "fire safe" polymers, not "fire resistant" plastics, 
and that the term "fire safe" has a very specific 
definition to a person of ordinary skill in the art. 
See Coleman Dec. St 15. 

The Coleman Declaration also indicates that the 
Vinyl Institute reference is of limited value because it 
relies upon ASTM standards, which include the following 
disclaimer: 

"This standard should be used to measure and 
describe the fire response of materials, 
products, or assemblies to heat and flame under 
controlled laboratory conditions and should not 
be used to describe or appraise the fire-hazard 
or fire risk of materials, products, or 
assemblies under actual fire conditions. 
However, results of this test may be used as 
elements of a fire-hazard assessment or a fire 
risk assessment which takes into account all of 
the factors which are pertinent to an 
assessment of the fire hazard or fire-risk of a 
particular end use." 

Coleman Dec. f 18 (citing Annual Book of ASTM Standards 

2006, Vol. 8.01, D 2843 p. 714 SI 1.4). Accordingly, the 

evidence of record demonstrates that the inherency 

doctrine cannot be applied in the instant case because 
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the existence of a "fire resistant layer" does not 
necessarily flow from the teachings of the cited prior 
art . 

Moreover, common sense dictates that all plastics 
are not inherently fire resistant. On June 19, 2008, 
two patent applications were published that expressly 
stated: 

[ f ] urthermore , the problem arises in the case 
of plastic pallets that plastic is flammable 
such that, in the event of fire, toxic gases 
can develop. 

U.S. Patent Publication No. 2008/0141912 Al St 3; U.S. 
Patent Publication No. 2008/0143514 Al SI 3 . Accordingly, 
the examiner's assertion that plastics are inherently 
fire resistant is baseless. 

In addition, common sense dictates that the anti- 
slip "layer" in Apps et al . should have the same 
flammability properties as the bulk material because the 
anti-slip "layer" is made from the same material. 
Accordingly, Apps et al . does not expressly or 
inherently disclose a fire resistant layer, and the 
anticipation rejection of claim 19 must be reversed for 
the reasons set forth above. 
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C. Reversal of the Rejection of Claim 19 as being 
Anticipated by Gronnevik Is Warranted Because 
Gronnevik Does Not Disclose or Suggest a Fire 
Resistant Layer Formed on the Outer Surface of 
a Pallet. 

Reversal of the rejection of claim 19 as being 
anticipated by Gronnevik is warranted because Gronnevik 
does not disclose or suggest a fire resistant layer 
formed on the outer surface of a pallet. Gronnevik 
discloses a multi-layer structure in which a polyolefin 
material is coated with an anti-slip layer of EVA or 
EBA. See column 5, lines 54-55. 

It is undisputed that Gronnevik does not explicitly 
disclose a fire resistant layer. Instead, it appears 
that the the examiner relied upon the same flawed 
reasoning discussed in Part B above to assert that 
thermoplastic materials inherently "provide a fire 
resistant layer." Office action at 2. Accordingly, the 
analysis set forth in Part B applies to the Gronnevik 
rejection, as well. 

The Coleman Declaration and the Muirhead Declaration 
include ample evidence to refute the examiner's flawed 
assertions regarding the purported fire resistance of 
thermoplastic materials. See Coleman Dec. SISI 12-19; 
Muirhead Dec. Stf 7-11. Accordingly, the rejection of 
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claim 19 as being anticipated by Gronnevik should be 
reversed for the same reasons as set forth in Part B 
above . 

The Coleman Declaration also indicates that the 

problems that are addressed in Gronnevik (i.e. plastic 

pallets that have an outer surface with a low 

coefficient of friction) are unrelated to the inherent 

lack of fire resistance of plastic materials. See 

Coleman Dec. 1 22. Accordingly, the rejection of claim 

19 as being anticipated by Gronnevik must be reversed 

for the reasons set forth above. 

D. Reversal of the Rejection of Claim 22 as Being 
Rendered Obvious by Gronnevik Is Warranted 
Because the Gronnevik Does Not Teach or Suggest 
All of the Claimed Elements. 

Reversal of the rejection of claim 22 as being 

rendered obvious by Gronnevik is warranted because 

Gronnevik does not teach or suggest all of the claimed 

elements. Specifically, Gronnevik does not disclose or 

suggest a fire resistant layer formed on the outer 

surface of a pallet. Gronnevik discloses a multi-layer 

structure in which a polyolefin material is coated with 

an anti-slip layer of EVA or EBA. See column 5, lines 

54-55. 
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It is undisputed that Gronnevik does not explicitly 
disclose a fire resistant layer. However, the examiner 
appears to have relied upon the same flawed reasoning 
discussed in Part B above to assert that thermoplastic 
materials inherently "provide a fire resistant layer." 
Office action at 2. Accordingly, the analysis set forth 
in Part B applies to the Gronnevik rejection, as well. 

Also, the Coleman Declaration and the Muirhead 
Declaration include ample evidence to refute the 
examiner's flawed assertions regarding the purported 
fire resistance of thermoplastic materials. See Coleman 
Dec. Stf 12-19; Muirhead Dec. M 7-11. Accordingly, the 
rejection of claim 22 as being rendered obvious by 
Gronnevik should be reversed because Gronnevik does not 
teach or suggest all of the elements of claim 22. 

The Coleman Declaration also indicates that the 
problems that are addressed in Gronnevik (i.e. plastic 
pallets that have an outer surface with a low 
coefficient of friction) are unrelated to the inherent 
lack of fire resistance of plastic materials. See 
Coleman Dec. St 22. Accordingly, the rejection of claim 
22 as being rendered obvious by Gronnevik must be 
reversed for the reasons set forth above. 
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E. Reversal of the Rejection of Claims 20, 21, and 
23-27 as Being Rendered Obvious by Gronnevik 
and Ford et al. Is Warranted Because the 
Combined References Do Not Produce an Operable 
Combination. 

Reversal of the rejection of claims 20, 21, and 23- 
27 as being rendered obvious by Gronnevik and Ford et 
al. is warranted because the combined references do not 
produce an operable combination. The Federal Circuit 
has held that *a proposed modification [is] 
inappropriate for an obviousness inquiry when 
modification render [s] the prior art reference 
inoperable for its intended purpose." In re Fritch, 972 
F.2d 1260, 1265-66 n. 12 (Fed. Cir. 1992); (citing In re 
Gordon, 733 F.2d 900, 902, 221 USPQ 1125, 1127 (Fed. 
Cir. 1984)). Accordingly, Ford et al . and Gronnevik 
cannot be combined to render the above-identif ied claims 
obvious . 

Ford et al . discloses an aqueous intumescent 
composition that is applied by conventional coating 
methods, such as spraying, dipping, drawing, and 
brushing to a structure after its formation. See Ford 
et al., Col. 12, lines 1-8. Ford et al . does not teach 
or suggest that the disclosed intumescent composition 
can be co-extruded with a polyolefin base material. 
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Indeed, the Coleman Declaration indicates that 



Gronnevik cannot be combined with Ford et al . because 
Ford et al . : 

discloses an aqueous intumescent composition, 
which is not suitable for melt processing in a 
co-extrusion process. As a result, a person of 
ordinary skill in the art is unlikely to 
combine the Gronnevik patent with the Ford 
patent to produce a polyolefin patent having an 
intumescent layer through a co-extrusion 
process. The Ford coating is not formulated 
for compatibility with polymer melts; it is a 
coating that is formulated to bond to rough 
surface materials as described in the examples . 
The coating is applied to an existing surface. 
This Ford coating is a thermoset polymer that 
cannot be melt processed once it is heated to 
the curing temperature. Thus, it is totally 
unsuitable for extrusion or co-extrusion. 

Coleman Dec. 1 24. Accordingly, any attempt to combine 

the teaching of Gronnevik with Ford et al. would result 

in an inoperable combination because the coating 

disclosed in Ford et al . cannot be melt processed. 

Moreover, the use of an EVA layer in Gronnevik is a 

teaching away from the claimed inventions. It is well 

known that EVA is a "highly flammable material" that 

cannot be used in * structures where low flammability is 

required." U.S. Patent No. 7,037,576 at Col. 1, lines 

62-67. Accordingly, a person of ordinary skill in the 

art is unlikely to combine Gronnevik and Ford et al . to 

produce the claimed invention. Consequently, the 
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rejection of claims 20, 21, and 23-27 under 35 U.S.C. § 

103(a) must be reversed. 

F. Reversal of the Examiner's Rejections of Claims 
19-27 Is Warranted Because the Examiner Has 
Been Applying an Arbitrary and Capricious 
Standard of Patentability to those Claims. 

Reversal of the examiner's rejections of claims 19- 
27 is warranted because the examiner has been applying 
an arbitrary and capricious standard of patentability to 
those claims. As noted above, claim 19 of the instant 
application interferes with claim 14 of U.S. Patent No. 
6,758,148 by Torrey et al Claim 14 of Torrey et al. was 
determined to be patentable by the same examiner. 
Accordingly, it is axiomatic that claim 19 of the 
instant application should have been allowed. 

Similarly, claims 20-27 are narrower than claim 14 
of Torrey et al. Accordingly, it is axiomatic that if 
claim 14 of Torrey et al . was allowed, claims 20-27 
should have been allowed, as well. 
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G. Conclusion 

For the reasons set forth above, the rejections of 
claims 19-27 must be remanded for reconsideration or 
reversed. 

Respectfully submitted, 



I hereby certify that this correspondence is 
being deposited with the United States Postal 
Service as first class mail in an envelope 
addressed to Commissioner for Patents, P.O. Box 
1450, Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 on 



exandria, VA 22313-1450 on 




December 2, 2008 





M. Adams 
attorney for Applicant 

Price & Adams 
4135 Brownsville Road 
P.O. Box 98127 
Pittsburgh, PA 15227-0127 

Phone: (412) 882-7170 
Fax: (412) 884-6650 
Email: paip.law@verizon.net 
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APPENDIX 1 - CLAIMS APPENDIX 

Claim 1 (withdrawn) : A method for improving the bond 
2 strength between at least two heat deformed 
thermoplastic sheets forming a unitary structure, the 
4 method comprising: 

extruding a continuous web of thermoplastic having 
6 a top surface and a bottom surface; 

conveying the continuous web of thermoplastic 
8 through a down-stream work station scuffing the top 
surface, wherein the top surface is characterized 
10 having increased surface area relative the bottom 
surface; 

12 shearing the continuous web of thermoplastic 

providing a plurality of sheets having scuffed top 
14 surfaces ; 

thermoforming simultaneously at least a first sheet 
16 over a first mold and a second sheet over a second mold 

upon a machine frame; and 
18 compressing a heated first sheet against a heated 

second sheet between the first mold and the second mold 
20 upon the machine frame to bond the scuffed top surface 

of the first sheet to the smooth surface of the second 
22 sheet. 




Claim 2 (withdrawn) : The method of claim 1 wherein 
2 three scuffed sheets are thermoformed simultaneously 

and compressed sequentially upon a machine frame to 
4 provide a unitary triple sheet structure. 

6 Claim 3 (withdrawn) : The method of claim 1 wherein the 
2 continuous web of thermoplastic is conveyed through at 

least one down-stream workstation whereby the top and 
4 bottom smooth surfaces of said continuous web are 

scuffed increasing the surface areas thereof. 

6 

Claim 4 (withdrawn) : An article of the method of claim 
2 3 characterized in that the article is a thermoformed 
plastic pallet. 

Claim 5 (withdrawn) : An article made in accordance with 
2 the procedure comprising: 

(a) extruding a continuous web of thermoplastic 
4 having a top surface and a bottom surface; 

(b) conveying the continuous web of thermoplastic 
6 through a scuffing work station where after the top 

surface is characterized having increased surface area 
8 relative the bottom surface; 



(c) shearing the continuous web of thermoplastic 
10 providing a plurality of sheets having scuffed top 

surfaces; 
12 (d) heating a first sheet; 

(e) forming the first sheet with a first mold; 
14 (f) heating a second sheet; 

(g) forming the second sheet with a second mold; 
16 (h) aligning the first mold with the second mold so 

a scuffed top surface of the first sheet faces a bottom 
18 surface of 'the second sheet: 

(i) moving the first mold toward the second mold; 

20 and 

(j) joining together sections of the scuffed top 
22 surface of the first sheet with sections of the bottom 
surface of the second sheet to form a twin sheet 
2 4 subas s embly . 

Claim 6 (withdrawn) : An article made in accordance with 
2 claim 5 wherein the thermoplastic is composed of a 
polyolefin resin. 



Claim 7 (withdrawn) : An article made in accordance with 
claim 5 wherein . after step (j) the method further 
comprises : 

(k) heating a third sheet; 

(1) forming the third sheet with a third mold; 
(m) aligning the third mold with the twin sheet 
assembly; 

(n) moving the twin sheet assembly toward the third 
mold; and, 

(o) joining together sections of a scuffed top 
surface of the twin sheet assembly with sections of the 
bottom surface of the third sheet to form a triple 
sheet article. 

Claim 8 (withdrawn) : An article made in accordance with 
claim 5 wherein at least one exposed surface of the 
article is scuffed providing a high coefficient of 
friction skid resistant surface. 

Claim 9 (withdrawn) : An article made in accordance with 
claim 5 wherein after the step (e) a rigid member is 
positioned over the first sheet prior to the step (j) 
to form a rigidified twin sheet assembly. 



Claim 10 (withdrawn) : An article made in accordance 
with claim 7 wherein after the step (j) a rigid member 
is positioned over the twin sheet assembly prior to the 
step (o) to form a rigidified triple sheet article. 

Claim 11 (allowed) : An article resistant to fire and 
the heat of fire, the article comprising: 

a first sheet of co-extruded thermof ormable 
plastic, comprising a surface layer of an intumescent 
polyolefin composition resistant to fire and a 
substrate layer of a polyolefin resin, molded over a 
first mold to provide a first member; 

a second sheet as in the first sheet molded over a 
second mold to provide a second member; 

a third member of molded plastic composed of 
polyolefin resin comprising an array of upward 
extending ribs, an array of downward extending channels 
and between the ribs and channels hollow areas 
providing dead air space; 

the third member being compressed between the first 
and second sheets to provide a rigid unitary structure 
wherein upper surfaces of the ribs bond to the 



18 substrate layer of the first sheet and lower surfaces 
of the channels bond to the substrate layer of the 
20 second sheet; 

the surface layers of the intumescent polyolefin 
22 compositions of the first and second sheets being 
exteriorly visible preventing the substrate layers from 
24 supporting a flame upon exposure to fire; and 

the surface layers of the intumescent polyolefin 
26 compositions of the first and second sheets in 
combination with the dead air space insulating the 
28 third member, the insulated third member resisting the 
heat of the fire to remain rigid. 

Claim 12 (allowed) : An article as in claim 11 wherein 
2 the third member includes additives imparting high 
temperature strength. 

Claim 13 (allowed) : An article as in claim 11 wherein 
2 the article is a material handling apparatus. 

Claim 14 (allowed) : An article as in claim 11 
2 comprising a wireless communications device, the device 
being adapted to transmit an emergency signal to a 



4 remote monitoring station when said article is exposed 
to fire or the heat of fire. 

Claim 15 (allowed) : A material handling apparatus 
2 comprising: 

an electronic device, the electronic device 
4 comprising at least a wireless communicator interfacing 
with a remote station, thermographic instrumentation 
6 developed to monitor external temperature, and 
circuitry integrating the communicator to the 
8 instrumentation; 

the thermographic instrumentation responding to 
10 variation in external temperature indicative of a fire 
by actuating circuitry, the circuitry triggering 
12 communicator to send an emergency signal to the remote 
station, the remote station thereby being alerted to 
14 heat indicative of fire. 

Claim 16 (allowed) : A material handling apparatus as in 
2 claim 15 wherein the electronic device has at least one 

supply of power, the at least one supply of power being 
4 derived from a solar battery positioned externally upon 

a surface of said material handling apparatus. 



Claim 17 (allowed) : A material handling apparatus as in 
claim 15 wherein the thermographic instrumentation 
includes a thermoscopic sensor, the sensor being 
exteriorly positioned to monitor temperature variation. 

Claim 18 (allowed) : A material handling apparatus as in 
claim 15 wherein the electronic device is mounted upon 
a plate for remote attachment to an external surface of 
the material handling apparatus exposed to fire and the 
heat of fire. 

Claim 19 (rejected) : A fire resistant pallet 
comprising: 

a pallet assembly; and 

a fire resistant layer formed upon an exterior of 
said pallet assembly. 

Claim 20 (rejected) : The fire resistant pallet 
according to claim 19 wherein said pallet assembly is 
made of a polyolefin resin and wherein said fire 
resistant layer is made of an intumescent polyolefin 
material, said pallet assembly and said fire resistant 
layer being co-extruded. 



Claim 21 (rejected) : The fire resistant pallet 

2 according to claim 20 wherein said intumescent 

polyolefin material is disposed only on an exterior of 
4 said pallet assembly. 

Claim 22 (rejected) : The fire resistant pallet 
2 according to claim 20 wherein said pallet assembly 
comprises: 

4 a pallet shell having a first shell half formed 

from a first member and a second shell half formed from 
6 a second member; and 

a support structure disposed between and instantly 
8 fused to said first shell half and said second shell 
half to provide support to said pallet shell, said 
10 support structure extending across a length of at least 
one of said first shell. 

Claim 23 (rejected) : The fire resistant pallet 
2 according to claim 19 wherein said fire resistant layer 
comprises : 

4 an intumescent polyolefin composition resistant to 

fire, said intumescent polyolefin composition being co- 



6 extruded with at least a portion of said pallet 
assembly. 

Claim 24 (rejected) : A fire resistant pallet 
2 comprising: 

at least a first layer of moldable intumescent 
4 material and a second layer of moldable polyolefin 

material, the first and second layers being co-extruded 
6 together prior to being molded into said fire resistant 

pallet. 

Claim 25 (rejected) : The fire resistant pallet of claim 
2 24 wherein the moldable intumescent material of the 

first layer contains a polyolefin material of the 
4 second layer. 

Claim .26 (rejected) : A fire resistant pallet 
2 comprising: 

a moldable mixture of intumescent materials 
4 comprising a polyethylene resin. 



Claim 27 (previously presented) : The fire resistant 
2 pallet of claim 26 wherein the moldable mixture of 

intumescent materials in a sheet construction has a 4 : 1 
4 draw ratio to form a deep leg pocket. 

APPENDIX 2 - EVIDENCE APPENDIX 

1. Declaration of Scott A. W. Muirhead 

Submitted October 23, 2007, entered into the record 
June 3, 2008. 

2. Declaration of Ernest A. Coleman 

Submitted June 19, 2007, entered into the record 
July 23, 2007. 



HE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 

Examiner: Jose v . Chen 

Group Art Unit: 3637 

Application No. : 10/798,932 

riled: March 11,. 2004 

Applicant: Scott Arthur William Muirhead 

Title: THERMOFORMED PLATFORM 

DECLARATION UNDER 37 C.F.R. 1.132 



Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Dear Sir: 

Scott A.W. Muirhead hereby deposes and says: 

1. I reside at 16042 12 th Avenue, Surrey, British Columbia, 
Canada . 

2. I have been a practitioner within the thermoforming 
industry for twenty-five years and have been an owner of one or 
more thermoforming companies for nineteen years. 

3. I am principal of Nextreme, L.L.C., the assignee of the 
above-identified application. 

4. I am also the sole inventor of the above-identified 
application. 

5. U.S. Patent No. 6,006,677 ("the Apps patent") does not 
include the phrase "a fire resistant layer formed upon an exterior 
of the pallet assembly." In fact, the Apps Patent does not even 
include the words "fire", "flame" or any equivalent. 



6. The Apps patent does not teach a plastic pallet having 
a fire resistant layer because the Apps patent states that the 
Plastic pallet is "fabricate fro, jU st one type of material." 
See col. 2, lines 30-34. The single material is scuffed to form an 
anti-slip layer from the same base material. 

7. The Examiner's statement that "plastics including 
thermoplastic material provide a fire resistant layer" is 
inconsistent with the problems encountered by industry and the 
fire community. It was discovered that fire suppression equipment 
in warehouses designed to code to extinguish wood pallet fires 
were incapable of extinguishing polyolefin pallet fires due to 
their increased intensity when they occur. ■ This led to the 
promulgation of a new UL classification for plastic pallets of any 
kind that have the burning characteristics of wood and can be 
contained by NFPA 213 fire suppression equipment. 

8-. The brochure entitled "Fire and Polyvinyl Chloride" 
("the Vinyl Institute Reference") indicates that polyolefin 
materials, including polyethylene and polypropylene, exhibit 
comparably high average peak release rates, when measured 
according to ASTM E1354 tests, against other materials including 
wood. It is shown polyethylene for example has a burn rate that 
is substantially equivalent to twice that of wood. 

9. The Examiner's observation that PVC tends to have 
excellent fire performance properties is irrelevant to the problem 
of the fire performance properties of polyethylene and 
polypropylene in the material handling environment. 
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10. A person of ordinary skill in the art knows that PVC 
pallets can not be used in low temperature environments because of 
low impact strength. PVC pallets are rarely widely used for this 



reason. 



U. PVC also releases halogens when burned, which is 
undesirable. 

12. U.S. Patent No. 6,228,914 ("the Ford patent") discloses 
applying a fire resistant layer to a product after molding. The 
intumescent composition disclosed in the Ford Patent cannot be co- 
extruded and molded. 

13. The Ford patent states "[t]his material • has a 
relatively low onset intumescent temperature which means that it 
will commence exfoliation generally after only a few seconds of 
exposure to an elevated temperature." Therefore, it would be 
impossible to modify the structure of U.S. Patent No. 5,845,588 
("the Gronnevik patent") by including the material layer taught 
by Ford because the combination would not survive high temperature 
extrusion and thermoform molding. 

14. In 2000, I conducted a thorough patent search for prior 
art related to the preparation of co-pending patent application 
60/286,450, entitled "High Performance Fuel Tank", which was filed 
April 27, 2001. During the search I discovered Abu-Isa patent 
5,834,535. 

15. In January 2001, I began working on a research project 
to develop an extrudable intumescent material for polyolefin. 

16. As part of the research project, I cut several 4" x 4" 
chips from a sheet of extruded halogen free BA50100 polyethylene 
supplied by Primex Plastics of Richmond, Indiana. 



17. The chips were sent to Delphi Corporation of Sterling 
Heights, Michigan. There, I collaborated ' with Mr. Abu-lsa to 
laminate the intumescent material that is disclosed in U.S. Patent 
No. 5,834,535, and cited in the instant application onto the chips 
(to simulate co-extrusion) . 

18. The laminated chips were sent to Chep USA, inc. of 
Orlando, Florida. There, I collaborated with Mr. Torrey to test 
the samples according to ASTM E1354. The test results are shown 
in Figure 1 attached hereto. 

19. The test results for the samples tested in Figure 1 
were unexpected because average peak heat release rate (Peak HRR) 
was 203 KW/m 3 , which is less than one half of the average" Peak HRR 
of wood using an equivalent heat flux. The test results shown in 
Figure 1 for the samples were superior because a relatively thin 
layer of comparably expensive intumescent material prevented the 
underlying structural layer of comparably low cost polyolefin 
material from igniting during the tests performed. The samples 
tested comprised a combination of materials in co-extrusion form 
that could be thermoformed having a 4:1 draw ratio suitable for 
molding the deep leg pockets of a pallet structure. 

20. The patent record shows that Abu-lsa and Torrey 
subsequent to the collaboration filed U.S. Patent Application Nos^ 
10/890,351 and 10/045,696 on February 4, 2004 and October 24, 
2001, respectively. The instant application is a continuation of 
application No. 09/803,681 filed March 12, 2001. During the 
examination of the Torrey application '696 and the Abu-lsa 
application *351, applicants failed to provide the Office with 
information contained in publication 2001/0029874 and the instant 



application. The information contained in these references are 
relevant to the patentability of the claims that have been allowed 
by the Office. 

21. m the Office action dated 7/23/2007 the Examiner 
states: "Further, there is no nexus between the merits of the 
claimed invention and the evidence of the secondary 
considerations; 2) there is no factual evidence of the stated 
opinions, such as testing results". Therefore, in this 
Declaration I have also identified the linkages between the 
discovery of Abu-Isa patent '535, the origins of the invention 
contained in Torrey application '696, and the origins of the 
invention contained in Abu-Isa application '351, Additionally, 
with Figure 1 I am providing factual evidence in the form of test 
results. 

I further declare that all statements made herein of my own 
knowledge are true and that all statements made on information and 
belief are believed to be true; and further that these statements 
were made with the knowledge that willful false statements and the 
like so made are punishable by fine or imprisonment, or both, 
under Section 1000 of Title 18 of the United States Code, and that 
such willful false statements may jeopardize the validity of the 
above-identified application or any patent issuing thereon. 
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IN THE UNI TED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFTTF 
Examiner: Jose v> chen 

Group Art Unit: y^p^\ 3637 

Application No.:/ %\ 10/798,932 

Filed: k JUM 25 2 ° 07 J March 11, 2004 

Applicant: M^egj^ Scott Arthur William Muirhead • 

Tltle: THERMOFORMED PLATFORM 

DECLARATION UNDER 37 C.F.R. 1.139 

Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Dear Sir: 

Ernest A. Coleman hereby deposes and says: 

1. I am a resident of Willow Street, Pennsylvania. 

2. I received a Bachelor of Science degree in Chemistry 
from Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute in 1951. 

3. I received a Master of Science degree in Organic 
Chemistry from the University of Pennsylvania in 1955. 

4. I received a Doctorate of Philosophy in Physical 
Organic Chemistry from the University of Pennsylvania in 1959. 

5. Throughout my career as a scientist, I have developed 
expertise in the fields of polymers and polymer science. 

6. I have been employed at various times at: DuPont 
Plastics in Wilmington, Delaware, and Parkersburg, West Virginia; 
Library of Congress in Washington, DC; GAF in Wayne, New Jersey; 
Dart and Kraft (Fiberfil Plastics and Wilson Color) in Paramus, 



New Jersey; Union Carbide Silicones in Tarrytown, New York; Norton 
(now St. Gobain) Plastics and Ceramics in Wayne, New Jersey and 
Worches ter , Massachusetts . 

7. I have also been employed as an Adjunct Professor of 
Organic Chemistry at the University of Connecticut. 

8. I have also been a member of the American Association 
for the Advancement of Science, the American Chemical Society, and 
the Society of Plastics Engineers ("SPE"). I was elected as a 
Fellow of the SPE in 1994. I was also a founding member of 
Polymer Modifiers & Additives Division of the SPE. 

9. I am currently employed as a consultant for my own 
consulting firm, C P Technology. 

10. I have no relationship with the assignee of the above- 
identified patent, Nextreme, L.L.C. ("Nextreme") . However, I am 
being compensated for the work associated with the preparation of 
this Declaration. I estimate that my fees will be approximately $ 
1,000.00. The fees are not contingent upon the outcome of this 
matter. 

11. I have reviewed the prosecution history for the above- 
identified patent application. 

12. I understand that the examiner has taken the position 
that all plastics inherently provide fire resistance in the 
February 20, 2007 Office action. The examiner relied upon two 
non-patent publications for support for this position. The first 
publication was an article entitled "The Synthesis and 
Characterization of New Thermoplastic Fire Resistant Materials" 
("the McGrath Reference"). The second publication was a brochure 



entitled "Fire and Polyvinyl Chloride" ("the Vinyl Institute 
Reference") . 

13. I reviewed the McGrath Reference. The reference 
discloses two specific engineering resins, high performance poly 
(arylene sulfide sulfone) horaopolymers and aryl phosphine oxide 
containing comonomers. The reference contains no disclosure or 
suggestion that all plastics provide fire resistance. 

14. Indeed, the McGrath Reference states that the two 
engineering resins "are considered candidates for fire safe 
thermoplastic materials." This would suggest to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art that most, if not all, thermoplastic 
materials do not provide fire resistance. Since thermoplastic 
materials are a subclass of plastic materials, this reference 
would directly contradict the examiner's position. 

15. The terra "fire safe" is used in the industry to denote 
a. class of polymers that can meet the more demanding application 
areas of plastics. This includes commercial aircraft where 
approximately two or three minutes are allowed to evacuate a 
distressed airplane before the fire hazard from all sources is 
considered too great to survive. The plastic that is currently 
used for aircraft interiors is expensive (over $ 20 per pound) and 
"fire safe" cost effective replacements have been an important 
target for those doing plastics research for many years. 
Professor McGrath has been working in this area for many years as 
have others. So far no "fire safe" candidates have replaced the 
existing plastic, so the search continues for a truly "fire safe" 
plastic. 



16. The Vinyl Institute Reference does not state that 
plastics , in general , inherently provide fire resistance. The 
first two paragraphs of the Vinyl Institute Reference indicate 
that PVC tends to have excellent fire performance properties, as 
compared to other plastics. This does not mean that it will not 
burn. Antimony trioxide is used to further reduce the burning ; 
properties of PVC, but it will still burn. As a result, a person i 
of ordinary skill in the art is unlikely to conclude that all : 
plastics inherently provide a fire resistant layer after reviewing \ 
the Vinyl Institute Reference. 

17. The Vinyl Institute Reference also indicates that 
unplasticized PVC causes less of a fire hazard than wood under 
specific test conditions. However, the reference also indicates 
that the fire properties of plasticized PVC are less favorable 
than virgin PVC. Since a person of ordinary skill in the art 
would likely recognize that PVC would have to be plasticized to 
form the outer layer of a pallet, a person of ordinary skill in 
the art is unlikely to conclude that a layer of PVC could be used 
to produce a pallet having a fire resistant layer . without 
modifiers such as antimony trioxide. These modifications to the 
PVC formula will result in a product that passes specific tests to 
measure f lammability, but other properties will be affected. 



18. Also, the Vinyl Institute Reference would be of limited 
value to' a person of ordinary skill in the art because it relies 
upon ASTM standards. The ASTM standards that relate to the fire 
testing of plastics typically include the following disclaimer: 

lh!H< Standard Should be used to measure and describe 
to hea e t "ST^fjLr'^ 15 ' pr ° dUCts ' or ^molies 
Sndijlfns ;an d d SS, ^£STS 
appraxse the fire-hazard or fire risk nf mffiZ® i 
products, or assemblies under actual fire co^Sont 
However, results of this test may be used as Yemenis 
of a fire-hazard assessment or a fire risk asseSn? 

Pe^ent^'^ 0 aCC0Unt 311 ° f the fact <>" which^e 
pertinent to an assessment of the fire hazard or fire- 
risk of a particular end use." ""ara or tire 

Annual Book of ASTM Standards 2006, Vol. 8.01, D 2843 p. 714 1 
.1.4. A copy of this standard is attached as an exhibit. 

19. I understand that these disclaimers were added to all 
ASTM fire test methods after materials that passed an industry 
accepted series of ASTM tests were involved in fires where some 
lives may have been lost. 

20. I have also reviewed U.S. Patent No. 5,845,588 ("the 
Gronnevik patent"), which was cited by the examiner in the . 
February 20, 2007 Office action. 

21. The Gronnevik patent discloses a multi-layer structure, 
but does not disclose a multi-layer structure in which a fire 
resistant layer covers a polyolefin base material. 

22. The Gronnevik patent indicates that the multi-layer 
structure provides a structure that has a higher coefficient of 
friction on the outer layer. See Col. 5, lines 36-40. This 
prevents objects from slipping on the outer surface of the pallet 
structure. This problem has no relationship to the inherent lack 



of fire resistance in plastic materials. As a result, a person of 
ordinary skill would be unlikely to combine Gronnevik with either 
the McGrath Reference or the Vinyl Institute Reference to produce 
a pallet having a fire resistant layer. 

23. The examiner has also indicated that the Gronnevik 
patent could be combined with U.S. Patent No. 6,228 f 914 ("the 
Ford patent") to produce a polyolefin pallet having an 
intumescent layer that is produced through co-extrusion. 

24. The Ford patent discloses an aqueous intumescent 
composition, which is not suitable for melt processing in a co- 
extrusion process. As a result, a person of ordinary skill in 
the art is unlikely to combine the Gronnevik patent with the Ford 
patent to produce a polyolefin patent having an intumescent layer 
through a co-extrusion process. The Ford coating is not 
formulated for compatibility with polymer melts; it is a coating 
that is formulated to bond to rough surface materials as 
described in the examples. The coating is applied to an existing 
surface. This Ford coating is a thermoset polymer that cannot be 
melt processed once it is heated to the curing temperature. 
Thus, it is totally unsuitable for extrusion or co-extrusion. 

25. I further declare that all statements made herein of my 
own knowledge are true and that all statements made on. 
information and belief are believed to be true; and further that 
these statements were made with the knowledge that willful false 
statements and the like so made are punishable by fine or 
imprisonment, or both, under Section 1000 of Title 18 of the 
United States Code, and that such willful false statements my 



9 



jeopardize the validity of the above-identified application or 
any patent issuing thereon. 




trnest A. Cbleina 
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Designation: D 2843 - 99 (Reapproved 2004) 61 



Standard Test Method for 

Density of Smoke from the Burning or Decomposition of 
Plastics? 1 



This standard is issued under the fixed designation D 2843; (be number immediately following the designation indicates to year of 
••ariexMl'idantiwi w. in foveas* of revision, the year of last revision. A number in mrenthues indicates the year of last reapprova] A 
superscript epnlon (c) mtfeatet an editorial ehtnge since the last revision or reopprovnL 



This 



approved fir use 'by agencies of the Department of Defense.' 



€ » Nore— EdtoriaUy changed Note 1 in December 2004. 



- ... .... - ™« ■» *t*' •••:•.■»>• • «v. 

L Scope* , * ^ : ' • - . • • pnote -ttffiy and health p ractices and dete rmine the app% 

1.1 This fire^test-response test method .covers a laboratory Wiry qr^gul^jryT^^p^ prior .to^eT^S^cific i 

procedure for measuring and observing the relative amounts of statements, axe given in 1.2 and 9.11. 



smoke obscuration produced by the burning or decomposition 
of plastics. It is intended to be used ttfr measuring' the 
smoke-producing. -characteristics of plastics under controlled 
conditions of combustion or decomposition. Correlation with 
other fire conditions is not implied. The measurements are 
made in terms of the loss of light transmission through a 
collected volume of smoke produced under controlled, stan- 
dardized conditions. The apparatus is constructed so that the 
flame and moke can be observed during the test 2 

12 Warning— During the course of combustion, gases or 
vapors, or both, are evolved that may be hazardous to person- 
nel. Adequate precautions should be taken to protect the 
operator. 

1.3 The values stated in SI units are to be regarded as the 
standard. The values given in brackets are for information 
purposes only. 

1.4 This standard should be used to measure and describe 
the response of materials, products, or assemblies to heat and 
flame under controlled laboratory conditions and should not be 
used to describe or appraise the fire-hazard or fire-risk of 
materials, products, or assemblies under actual fire conditions. 
However, results of this test may be used as elements of a 
.fire-hazard assessment or a fire risk assessment which takes 
into account all of the factors which are pertinent to an 
assessment of the fire hazard or fire-risk of a particular end 



use. 



1.5, This standard does not purport to address all of the 
safety problems, if any, associated with its use. It is the 
responsibility of the user of this standard to establish appro- 



1 This test method is under the jurisdiction of ASTM Committee D20 on Plastics 
and is the direct responsibility of Subcommittee D 20.30 on Thermal Properties- 
(Section D20.30.O3). 

Current edition approved December 1, 2004. Published January 2005. Originally 
approved to 1970. Last previous cdidon approved in 2004 as D 2S43 - 99 (2004). 

3 Anonymous, "A Method of Measuring Smoke Density," NFPA Quantify 
QNFPA, Vol 57, January 1964. p. 276. Reprint NFPA Q57-9, Available from NFPA. 
60 Batterymarch Su Boston. MA 02110. 



Note l^There is jio known ISO equivalent to this standard. 

2. Referen^Do^^ 

2.1 ASTM Standards: 3 • 
D 618 Practice for Conditioning Plastics for Testing 
D 883 Terminology Relating to Plastics 
D 1600 Terminology for Abbreviated Terms Relating 
Plastics 

£ 84 Test Method for Surface Burning Characteristi^l 

Building Materials 
E 176 Terminology for Fire Standards 
E662 Test Method for Specific Optical Density of Se 

Generated by Solid Materials 
E 691 Practice for Conducting an Interiaboratoiy Sc 

Determine the Precision of a Test Method 
E906 Test Method for Heat and Visible Smoke Rete 

Rates for Materials and Products 
E 1354 Test Method for Heat and Visible Smoke ! 

Rates for Materials and Products Using an Oxygen 1 

sumption Colorimeter 

3. Terminology 

3.1 Definitions— The terminology used in this test me 
in accordance with 'terminologies D 883 and D 1600 (ti 
relating to plastics) and Terminology E 176 (terms 
fire). • m 



4. Summary of Test Method 

4. 1 The test specimen is exposed to flame for the duration J 
the test, and the smoke is substantially trapped in the chamb 
in which combustion occurs. A 25 by 25 by 6-mm [1 by l.j 
V*-in.} specimen is placed on supporting metal screen 4l 



9 For referenced ASTM standards, visit the ASTM website, 
contact ASTM Customer Service at scmccQasan.OTg. For Annual Book ofASfljtf^ 
Standards volume foformarion, refer to the standard' t Document Summary page ^fe 
the ASTM website. 



■A Summary of Changes section appears at the end of this standard. 
C^p^O ASTM (mamatJorial, 100 Bair Harbor Driva, PO Box C700, West Conshohockcn, RA 1W2B-2B5B, United State*. 
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• homed in a laboratory test chamber (Fig. 1) under active flame 

8S2^-!! lm ? a pt ° Bmt bumer operating at a pressure of 
g76 kPa [40 pa]. The 300 by 300 by 790-mm [12 by 12 by 
gpin:] test chamber is instrumented with a light source, 

# otoeIcc 5 ic ccll > md meter «° measure light absorption 
^onzonuUy across the 300-mm [12-inJ light beam path. The 
jpbamber is closed during the 4-min test period except for the 
W'l^ W 1 ' 1 gh ventilation openings around the bottom. 
f&42 The Ught-absoxption data are plotted versus time. A 
|gpical plot is shown in Fig. I Two indexes are used to rate the 
gaatenal: the maximum smoke produced and the smoke-density 
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Significance and Use 

5.1 Tests made on a material under conditions herein 
ibed can be of considerable value in comparing the 
lative smoke obscuration characteristics of plastics. 
$52 This test method serves to determine the extent to which 
" ic materials are likely to smoke under conditions of active 
^.-ng and decomposition in the presence of flame. 

fore 2— The visual and instrumental observations hxm this test 
tic well with the visual observations of the smoke generated by 
: materials when added to a traly- burning large outdoor fire, 4 
|5,3 The usefulness of this test procedure is in its ability to 
tteasure the amount of smoke obscuration produced in a 
|nple,. direct, and meaningful manner under the specified 
Editions, The degree of obscuration of vision by smoke 
derated by combustibles can be substantially affected by 
— s in quantity and form of material, humidity, draft, 
ature, and oxygen supply. • 

^Apparatus 

3.1 Tht smoke chamber shall be constructed essentially as 
^wninFig. I. 5 
Chamber 

.1.1.1 The chamber shall consist of a 14-gage (B & S) 300 
^ 300 by 790-mm [12 by 12 by 31-ia] aluminum box to 
1 is hinged a heat-resistant glass glazed door. This box 
* mounted on a 350 by 400 by 5T-mm [14 by ljS by " 
f-in.] base which houses the controls. Dependent upon the 
* tested, the metal may require protection from corro- 

U.L2 The chamber shall be sealed except for 25 by 
Vmm [1 by 9-in.] openings on the four sides of the bottom 
the chamber. A 1700-Ufnin [60-ft 3 7min] blower shall be' 
unted on one side of the chamber. The inlet duct to the 
shall be equipped with a close-fitting damper. The 
tlet of the blower shall be connected through a duct to the 
atory exhaust system. If the chamber is in a ventilated 
, no connection to the lab exhaust system through a duct 
?;needed . 



faji f Bartosic A. J., end Rarig, F. J„ "Evaluation of (he XP2 Smoke Density 
Sjmber." Symposium on Fire Test Methods-Restraint 4 Smoke, ASM STP 422 , 
:$JM. Ruladelphii. PA, 1966. 

^Detailed drawings of the smoke chamber are also available at a nominal cost 
?°o ASTM Headquarters. Order Adjunct: ADJD2843. 



«n?H ™ 2? S,deS adjaCent 10 * e door sha « fined 
with 70-mm $?A in.] diameter smoke-tight glazed areas 
centered 480 nun [19% in.] above the base. At thlse locaS 
and outside die chamber, boxes containing the optical equip! 
ment and additional controls shall be attached. 

J'lti ?rT al ? WhitC plastic P ,atc sha " be attached to 
die back of the chamber, There shall be a 90 by 150-nun m 

If i T T "T* ab0ut 480 abov « «* bottom 
of the chamber through which is seen an ffluminated white- 
on-red exit sign. The white background permits observation of 
the flame, smoke, and burning characteristics of the materia] 
The vowing 0 f the exit sign helps to correlate visibility and 
measured values. 

6.12 Specimen Holder. 

6.1.2 1 The spechnen shall be supported on a 64-mm" 
(2V4-in.J square -of 6 by 6-mm, 0.9-mm gage ['/« by ftfa 
0.035-in. gage]- stainless steel wire cloth 220 mm [8% in 1 
above the base and equidistant from all sides of the chamber. 
This screen shall lie in a stainless steel bezel supported by a rod 
through the right side of the chamber. From the same rod. a 
similar bezel shall be located 76 mm [3- in.] below, and it shall 
support a square of fire resistant material which catches any 
particles that may drip from the specimen during the test By 
rotating the specimen holder rod, the burning specimen can be 
quenched in a shallow pan of water positioned below the 
specimen holder. 

6.1.3 Ignition System: 

6.1.3.1 The specimen shall be ignited by a propane flame 
from a burner operating at a pressure of 276 kPa [40 psi] The 
fuel (Note 3) shall be mixed with air which has been propelled 
through the burner by the venturi effect of the propane as it 
passes from a 0.13-mm [0.0005-in.] diameter orifice (Note 4), 
and the bumer'shall be assembled as shown in the exploded 
view of the bumer in Fig. 3. The burner must be designed to 
provide, adequate outside air. 

Not 3-^ommerdal grade 85.0 % minimum, gross beating value 
23 000 cal/htre [2390 Btu/tf ] propane meets the requirements. 

Nora 4— Since the orifice provides the metering effect proportionate to 
. JfeP Supply pressure, care must be taken that the orifice is the only means 
. of Aid egress. ■ 

6.13.2 The burner shall be capable of being positioned 
quickly under the specimen so that the axis of the burner falls 
on a line passing through a point 8 mm p/ro- in.] above the base 
at one back corner of the chamber extending diagonally across 
the chamber and sloping upward at 45 deg with the base. The 
exit opening of the burner shall be 260 mm [lOVi in.] from the 
reference point at die rear of the chamber. 

6.13.3 Aductatleast 150 mm [6 to.] outside of the chamber 
shall provide the air piped to the burner. 

6.13.4 Propane pressure shall be adjustable and preferably 
automatically regulated, Propane pressure shall be indicated by 
means of a Bourdon tube gage.. 

6.1 .4 Photometric System: 

6.1.4.1 A light source, a barrier-layer photoelectric cell, and 
a temperature compensated meter shall be used to measure the 
proportion of a light beam which penetrates a 300-mm [12-in.J 
path through the smoke. The light path shall be arranged 
horizontally as shown in Fig. 4. 
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t Specimen Holder . 

A StaWess steel screen 

B Rre-Reslstant Sheet 

C Adjusting knob 

D Quench, pan 
Z Ignition 

A Burner 

B Propane tank 

C Gas shut-off valve 

D Pressure regulator adjustment 

E Pressure JnoTcator 

F Bumer-poslttoning knob 
3. Cabinet (shown without door) 

A Hinges (door gasketed three stdes) 

a Vents (25-mm [Mn.] high opening tour sides) 

C Blower (damper on mounting side) 

D Control (blower on when damper Is open) 



4, , Photometer * 

A Visual system Jexfi eign) 
B Measuring system 

1 Ugh! source, and adjusting transformer 
• 2 Photronfccefl-and grid (to block stray I 
, 3 Meter (indicating percent of light absorbed) 

4 Temperature compensation 

5 Photocell temperature monitor 

6 Range change 
& Timer 

A Indicator, 0 to 5 mJn (friction reset) 



FIG. 1 Schematic Diagram of Smoke Chamber 
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10 1-B 2.0 2.5 ^o" 3. 5 

Time in Minutes 
FIG. 2 Light Absorption versus Time 
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mixer 
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IS HEX SOCKET 
SET SCREW 




L TAPEREO ALUMINUM 



-BUSHING 



SLID INC SLEEVE 
PROPANE TU$E • ' 



ALR TUBE 



FIG. 3 Exploded View of Burner 



||.l-4.2. The light source shall be mounted in a box (4B1 in 
mrl) extending from the left side of the chamber at the mean 
light of 480 mm [19% in.] above the base. The light source 
^••XcB be a coni P act filament microscope lamp No. 1493 



focal length lens shall focus a spot of b'ght on the photocell in 
the ngbt instrument panel. 

6.1.4 J Another box containing the photometer (4B2 in Fig. 
1) shaU be attached to the right side of the chamber. The 



Jted at 5.8 V and a spherical reflector, with power supplied barrieTlaver SI J» I 7t ° f * C chamben ^ 
..voluge.guladng transformer. A 60 to *I-mm ^, ^^iKL^S JS iS^E £3 
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Egg-Crate Grid 
(Cellular light Shield) 



1493 Lamp t 
At 5.3 to 6.3 Volts* 



Thermometer 
to follow photocell" ■ 
temperature through * ; \f§ 
aluminum bracket 
1 and well 



T 

R 
C 




TenTperature-eensfiSve winding In or«n meter case to increase In resistance In proportion to increase In mt 
Potentiometer with calibrated scale to reduce resistance In proportion to decrease In photocell output wfth 
Potentiometer to calbrate total resistance of shunt to change meter sensitivity exactly by 10:1 ratio.' 

FIG; 4 Smoke Density Test Chamber Photometer 



resistance with temperature, 
rise In temperature. 



shall be used to protect the cell from stray light The grid shall 
be finished in dull black and have openings .at least twice as 
deep as they are wide. The current produced by the photocell 
is indicated in terms of percent light absorption on a meter. The 
photocell linearity decreases as the temperature increases; 
compensations shall therefore be made* 

Note 5— Photocell manufacturers recommend operating the photocell 
at temperatures not exceeding 50°C 

6.1.4.4 The meter shall have two ranges. The range change' 
shall be accomplished by shunting the meter to one tenth of its 
sensitivity. When smoke accumulates to absorb 90 percent of 
"the light beam, a momentary switch shall be depressed return- 
ing the meter to its basic sensitivity. By doing this the meter 
scale will then read from 90 to 100 % instead of 0 to 100%. 

6.1 J Timing Device— A clock to indicate 15-s intervals 
shall be used. If the time intervals are audibly marked it will .be 
convenient for the operator to record his observations. A clutch 
shall be used to reset the clock at the start of a test The block 
shall be coupled to the burner-positioning device and it shall 
start when the burner is swung into test position. 

6.1.6 Planimeter — A planirneter or other suitable means 
shall be used for measuring the area under the light-absorption * 
curve. 

7. Test Specimen 

7.1 The standard specimen shall be 25.4 ± 03 by 25.4 ± 
0.3 by 6.2 ± 0.3 mm [1 ± 0.01 by 1 ± 0.01 by V* ± 0.01 in.]. 
Thicknesses other than 6.2 mm [ ] A in.] may be used and their 
size must be reported with the smoke density values (Note 6). 



Material thinner than 6.2 mm [V* in.] may be tested/, elti 
its normal use thickness, or by stacking and fo 
composite specimen approximately 6.2 mm [% in.]! J 
Material thicker than 6.2 mm [Vk in.] may be tested either \ 
normal use thickness or by machining the material dovral 
thickness of 6.2 mm \}A in.]. 

Note 6 — If specimens other than the standard specimen arc to t 
cooperating laboratories should agree upon preparation [_ 
dimensions of the specimen. The results in such cases may vary i 
results obtained with the standard specimen. • « 

7.2 The specimens shall be sanded, machined, or die < 
a manner that .produces a cut surface that is free*, 
projecting fibers, chips, and ridges. 

13 The test sample shall consist of three specimens. \IM 



J3p 



8. Conditioning 

8.1 Conditioning— Condition the test specimens at 23^||j 
2°C [73.4 ± 3.6°F] and 50 ± 5 % relative humidity for not le|| 
than 40 h prior to lest in accordance with Procedure. AjjtfjB 
Practice O 618, for those tests where conditioning is required^ 
In cases of disagreement the tolerances shall be ±1.!% 
[± 1 .8T] and ±2 % relative humidity. .l€ 

8.2 Test Conditions— Conduct tests in the standard-laboia^ 
tory atmosphere of 23 ± 2°C [73.4 ± 3.6°F] and 50tE**{ 
relative humidity, unless otherwise, specified in the test mt*5?7 
ods or in this test method. In cases of disagreement^^: 
tolerances shall be 1°C [±1.8°FJ and ±2 % relative humidity; 

8.3 Tests shall be conducted in a hood that has a window.ftrf 
observing the test * S? 
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Standard Procedure 

9.1 Turn on the photometer lamp, exit sign, and exhaust 
jwer. 

9JlT!um on the propane, ignite the burner, and adjust the 

jpane pressure to 276 kPa [40 psi]. Warning— Do not fail to 

jit the burner immediately. 

93 Set the temperature compensation. 

g.4 Adjust ine lamp control to zero percent light absorption. 

93 Lay the test specimen flat on the screen in such a 

sition that the burner flame will be directly under the 

pcimen when the burner is swung into position. 

9.6 Set the timer to zero. 

9 J Shut off the exhaust blower, close the smoke chamber 
or, and immediately position the burner under the specimen 
rstart the timer. 

|& jf in a hood, shut off the hood fan and close thehood 
or to within 50 mm P in J of the bottom of the hood. 



J Record the percent light absorbed at 15-* intervals for 4 

r»»« * 

|10 Record observations during the conduct of the test, 
fude the time it takes for the sample to buiist into flame, the 
|ifor flame extinguishment or specimen consumption, the 

Etion of the exit sign by smoke accumulation, and any 
or unusual burning dianicteristics nofed such as 
... ~> dripping, foaming, or charring. 
|ll Upon completion of the test; turn on the exhaust 
ffrcr to ventilate the combustion products from the chamber. 
piing—It should |* noted that for some materials the 
gycts of burning may be toxic, and'eare .should be taken to 
gd'the operator from the effects of these gases. Hie 
plating fan in the hood should be mined on and the damper 
led immediately after the test is completed before opening 
iood door in order to remove any irritating products of the 
;Tbe exhaust fan is turned off and the hood damper closed 
|g the test to prevent back draft) 
[2 Open the door and clean the combustion deposits from 
photometer, exit sign, and. door glass with detergent and 
g£ -Burn off any material remaining on the screen or replace 
|frEen and asbestos square for the next test. - 
^3 Kun alftests in triplicate. 

p4- At the beginning of each series or at least once a day, 
the light absorption of the meter against a calibrated 
P filter of approximately 50 % absorption. Check the 
P> absorption point against an opaque plate. 

[Special Procedure 

g^For materials which drip excessively, a second or 
^y 'burner (with separate propane gas supply) shall be 
p?ed into the chamber. See Kg. 5 and auxiliary burner 

% jSk^bestos sheet (Item IB of Fig. 1) shall be replaced 

^st^ess steel collector tray. This tray has a slight taper 

j^yhe drippings to collect at the bottom. See item 1 1 of 

:? and parts list for auxiliary burner. 

^3 .The auxiliary burner shall be ignited at the same time 

|andard burner is ignited. The auxiliary burner shall be 

£■ 



operated at 138 fcPa {20 psi] and it shall be positioned in such 
a manner that its flame is directed at the center of the collector 
tray. 

Nora 7— It may be helpful to place a lightweight, about 1100 g [2.5 
His], on the aluminum mounting plate (Item 12. Fig. 5) to prevent 
movement of the burner during the test 

10.4 In all other respects the procedures of Section 8 shall 
be followed. 

I 

U. Optional Procedures 

11.1 The output of the photocell may be recorded versus 
time on an appropriate graphic recorder. 

11.2 With a suitably sensitive meter, more than one decade 
change may be used to separate readings in the very dense, 
smoke range. 

12. Treatment of Data 

12.1 Average the readings at 15-s intervals of light absorp- 
tion for the three specimens in each group. Plot the average 
light absorption against time on linear paper. Fig. 2 is a sample 
curve. 

12.2 Read the maximum smoke density as the highest point 
on the curve. 

12.3 Determine the total smoke produced by measuring the 
area under the curve. The smoke density rating represents the 
total amount of smoke present in the. chamber for the 4-min 
time interval. Measure Use total smoke produced by the area 
under the curve of light absorption versus time, divided by the 
total area of the graph, 0-4 min 0-100 % light absorption, times 
100. 

Note Example— In the light absorption-time plot in Fig. 2, the plot 
has been made using 10 mm (0.39 inj equal to 10 % as the ordinate and 
10 mm [039 in.] equal to 0.25 min as the absicca. The graph area for 4 
min is found to be 16 000 mm 3 [24.80 in. 2 ]. The area under the curve is 
found to be 12 610 mm 2 [19.55 in. 2 ]. The smoke density rating, %, is then 
. computed as. follows: 

Smote densjy rating- (12610/16000 x 100*»7B.8 
(dimensions In millimetres) 
o (19.55/24.80) X 100" 78.8 
(dimensions In Inches) 

13. Report 

13.1 Report the following information: 

13.1.1 Identification of the material, 

13.1.2 Dimensions of the specimen, 

13.13 Readings of * light absorption at 15-s intervals for 
each test and average, 

13.1.4 Plots of average light absorption versus time, 

13. 1. 5 Maximum smoke density in percent light absorption, 

13. 1.6 Area in percent under the light absorption-time curve 
(smoke density rating), 

13.1.7 Observations on behavior of material, 

13.1.8 Observations on obscurement of exit sign, 

13.1.9 The details of any departure from the specifications 
of the method for testing, and 

13.1.10 The caveat contained in 1.4 herein shall be incor- 
porated in its entirety in the report issued. 
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ivLpw pressure, propane gas regulator 
2^ Propane fuel tank. 

.3'.'RexfWe gairitoe. ■ 
4. Aluminum support bracket 
6. ^ In.* O.D.* copper tube (flexible). * 

6. V** In. diametercoppeptube 8 h. long. 

7. 45* extruded and expanded copper fitting. 

8. 90" extruded and expanded copper fitting; -(4 tn. : from bend to end of burner head) 

9. Sliding eleeve. .* 

10. Burner head. (Same as -standard burner head) 

11. S.S.coU«totray(2%by21Aby%lm 

12. Aluminum mounting plate. (3 by 3tt h.) 

13. 90* elbow and wan flange, (copper) 

14. Vfc In. diameter copper tube 8% in. long. 



FIG. 5 Auxiliary Burner 



14. Precision and Bias (Standard Procedure) 6 

14.1 Table 1 is based on a round robin completed in 1998 in 
accordance with Practice E 691, involving five materials tested 
by six laboratories. For each material, , all the samples were 
prepared at one source, but the individual specimens were 
prepared at the laboratories that tested them. Each test result 
was the average of three individual detenninations. 



6 Supporting data are available from ASTM Headquarters. Request 
RfcWO-1203. 



■m 

* u 

14.1.1 It is important to note that the SKD rating can oiJyJS 
a whole number between the range of 0 and,.100: Thusi; ' 
that are close to 100 such as material B and those close^§ 
such as materials D and E may not have a normal distribffi^S 
as is assumed in Practice E 691. The distribution wppf^* 



skewed. If the standard deviation is applied to theselnuffij _ 
the value range could exceed 100 or be less than 0;.Pra£j?S% 
E 691 does not allow for calculating values cmtsidertjie n^Ml 
distribution. Thus, caution should be used in applying^^ 
statistics to numbers near the minimum and maximum 
test method. ' *"* --"^ 
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TABLE 1 Smoke Density Rating (SDR) 



02843- 99(2004)* 



Material 



-polystyrene 

-peneraJ purpose polycarbonate 
gAbraston resistant polycarbonate 
acryflc 



Average, 
% 



90.0 
54.7 
44.5 
6.1 
3.8 



1.94 4.16 S.44 11.64 

7.65 15.77 21.41 44.16 

7.00 2Z55 19.61 63.13 

2.25 R78 6.29 18.98 

1.46 458 4.08 11. 



^^™<«y standanl doviaflon for the located materbl. ,, £ 

iSt'JZ^tZ!^ 1?* 31 mtBrval between two (est ntuRa - 4« x s 
Z fl^tehwerrtaboratorles critical interval between two ,e**X, J' x Sff 

ElSl U^""^ 6 . foll0Wi,,g «P^ons of 7 r and /* 
t£**E2 T U,tended 10 pre8ent 8 "neaningful waj 
dwing Oje a/proximo precision of this test method. 

US m ^ C . 1 Sh0Uld 001 1x5 rigorously applied to 
ST? °f ^ ecUon of material, as those data arc specific to 
around robin and may not be representative of other lots 
toons, materials, or laboratories. 

' °- «Wly principles 

S«;1 W - ^ actocc B691to ^^te da» specific to their 

HSSiTfSJi 01 betWCens P edfic Stories. The 
j«ples of 14.3-14.3.3 would, then be valid for such data. 
m3 Concept of l r andI R —JfS r and ^bave been calculated 
om a large enough body of data, and for test results that Were 

«es from testing three specimens: 
. , 1 7 r - J?^flraWif^-Cbmparing two test results for the 
material, obtained by the same operator using the same 
^wpment on the same day, the two test results should be 
gfeed not equivalent if they differ by more than the /, value for 
Immaterial. 

S/3.2 Iff' Reproducibility— Comparing two test results for 
game material, obtained by different operators using differ- 
tejroipment on different days, the two test results should be 
Bed not equivalent if they differ by more than the /» value 
t material. 

1.3 Any judgment per 14.3.1 'and 14 32 would have an 
-■ornate 95 % (0.95) probability of being correct. 
A Bias— Bias is a systematic .error which pontribmes. to 
BSerence between a test result and a true (or reference) 
There are no .recognized standards by which to estimate 
,of this test method. 



I that i 



15. Precision and Bias (Special Procedure) 7 

154 Table 2 is based on a round robin conducted * 1982 
P? ftacuce E691, mvolving nine materials tested by 2 
labonuones. For each material, all the samples were JLS 
at one source, but the individual specimens we^^?^ 
the laboratories which tested them tech tZ Z^^? 
average of three individual deternuna^l^^S * e 
five test results for each material obtamed 

(15 1 3 1 ^ 8 ~" T1 ! e . foU0Wing e3t P lan *tions of fj and /, 
2 w " 3) T 0nly btended t0 l«w a meanfariWwaC 
of considenng the approximate precision of OliSte 
Tto ootn in Tawe 2 should not be rigonTsl aL^TJ 
acceptance or rejection of material, as thosS areS? 

laboratory and materials, or between specific laKrS 

Concept of ! t andI K —KS r zn&S * have been calculated 

equimnen on the same. day,, the two^t results^oulo^ 

tJf 3 " 2 /r I "f'^Wromparing two test results for 
fce aune n,ate„al, obtained by different operators using dhS 
ent equmment on different days, the two test results shoSdbe 

15.3.3 Any judgment per 15.3.1 and 15.3.2 would hive an 
approbate 95 % (0.95) probability of being conect ^ 
J A Bias ~* m B a systematic error which contributes to 
va!ue^* M i Ct r n 8 ,eS ^ reSuI, Md a «» «* Terence) 

A^XST - standards * which to 

16. Keywords 

16.1 burning: decoinposition; plastics; smoke; smokei den- 
ary; smoke development 



' Soppeiting data « avrilsbk bn ASTM Hewfcparters. Request WtD20.77. 



■i . 
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D2843 - 99(2004)«- 

.TABLE 2 Precision Data tor Special Proc edure 

Values tn Units of Smoke Density Rating, Absolute % 



Material 


Average 






IP 


'n • ■ 


Molded polystyrene 


88.00 


2.90 


3.72 


8.22 


10.55 


Polystyrene sheet 


81.90 


3.61 


5.26 


10J21 


14.89 


PMMA 


3.64 


1.50 


Z2\ 


4.25 


6.25 


Polycarbonate 


' 68.73 


3.55 


9.26 


10.03 


26.20 


LOPE 


63.53 


4.30 


9.24 


12.17 


2ai5 


HDPE 


46.23 


4.09 • 


- 15.66 


11.57 ' 


.44.33 


Modified HDPE 


50.33 


2.83 


16:75 


8.02. 


47.41 


'Molded ecryflc ' 


3.64 


1.09 


1.35 


3.07 


3.81 


Impact modified acrylic 


7.87 


1.55 


a28 


4.38 


9.28 



A S, a witNrWatoratory standard deviation of the average. 
' 0 5* er bstwearWatoratortss standard deviation of ihe 



9,-2.83$,; fe-2.83 5* 



.:>-..' APPENDIX • " x 

# . . . » . . • .,*,•• 

•..•v. (Nonmandatory Information)' ' " ; v p 

. XL. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION • 

'•X1.1.- Test Method D'2843- is used by model code organi- Thermoplastic materials comprise most of the plastics usedm 

zations> in -controlling, the use of plastic materials in light light transmitting' applications.' Many tests are availabfe to 

transmitting applications.. It is allowed. as an alternate to the measure smbKb from burning materials ;, (f6r example, "Tea 

Test -Method E84 smoke measurement since Test Method Methods B662, E906, E1354, and dthers); None of these 

D 2843 can readily be performed on thermoplastic* materials tests, including Test Method t> .2&43, have shown any extcn- 

that may drip and fall out of the Test Method E 84-apparatus. sivd Correlation withicach other. ' - •/" 



vl " " ' 'SUMMARY OF CHANGES . 

Committee D20 has identified the location of selected changes to this, standard since the last issue, JD 2843 - 99 , :i w 
" r i* (2004), that may impact the use of this stariad! (December 1, 2004) ; 



(i) t Editorial changed the ISO Equivalency Statement jfc . 

fiote'U ' . * i \ * ■"-•*•• * * * » * • • . 

. .• % . . a - ■ / • . . . * . . 

Committee D20 has identified die location of selected changes to tins standard since the last- issue,-' 
D2843 -99, that may impact the use of this standard (March*, 2004) ' 

(J) Reapproved without change. . — - . . 

.'"/'," 1 •.*# . .i . * i • 

ASTM international takes no posUhn respecting the validity of any patent tights asserted in connection with any /fern mentioned* ' ' 
. x , in this standard, Users of this standard are expressly. advised that catemdnathn ol the vafkSty of any such patent rights; ancMe risk- .- - 
of Infringement of such tights, are entirety their own responsiblEty. 

This standard is subject to revision at anytime by the responslbie technkralcommmee and must be reviewed every Gve years and ] 
if not revised, either reapproved or withdrawn. Your comments are Invited eSher for revision of this standard or for additional standards 
and should be addressed to ASTM international Headquarters. Your comments win receive careful conslderstJon at a meeting of the i 
responsible technical committee, which you may attend. If you feet that your comments have not received a fair hearing you shovtd ; 
make your views known to the ASTM Committee on Standards, at the address shown below. 



This standard is copyrighted by ASTM International, 100 Ban Harbor Drive, POBaxCTOO, West Conshohoeken, PA 1942*2959, 
United States, tndvtdual reprints (single or multiple copies) of mis standard may be obtained by contacting ASTM at the above 
address or at &1 0-832-9585 (phone), 610-832-9555 (fax), or seivice9astm.org (+maB); or through the ASTM website 
(www.astntorg). 
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APPENDIX 3 - RELATED PROCEEDING APPENDIX 

There are no known related proceedings. 



